
RECEIVED

AUG 121994

July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

FEDERAlCaaM~TIONS COMMISSIOO
OFFICE~ 1l1E SECRETARY

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason. we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators', of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami(v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs every/one.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR [NNlATE CALLS FAR. OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become

r~gulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your considerau.. on of my 'iews. / If).
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Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed SPP regulation.

.,
Over the past ten years, administrators 'of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; famizv visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of$1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR IN1vlATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFlTS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.
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Dear Chairman Hundt:
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
educatIOn; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami(v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of$1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone l

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges, witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INNIATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.
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Dear Chairman Hundt:
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a \vhole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. rYe use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: inmate health. education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; jami~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone l

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason. we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed SP? regulation.

.,
Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: inmate health. education and recreation: jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs: fallli~v visitation etc.

Here ure ufew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. \vhich
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED P..<\RTY
PREFERENCE FOR IN1vlATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENeFITS. IfBP? does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators' ~f correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reponedly cost upwards of$1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to reven to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs ever.vonel

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate cans, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED P.A.RTY
PREFERENCE FOR IN1vlATE CALLS F.A.R OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. lfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

, ,
Over the past ten years, administrators'.of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically, }Ve use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; Jamizv visitation etc,

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion, an expense that 'would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs every/One-'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone pro\.iders.

For the above reasons. and ~ountless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PART:{
PREFERENCE FOR [NMATE CALLS FAR OlJTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation, we urge \'OU to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my \'jews.

~~~~~~
Charles E. Griggs,Sheriff
702 1st Ave. So
Fort Dodge,Iowa 50501
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: lawenjorcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; Funily visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone1

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerelv.. ..._---. c---.
(L~'f~ ~
'~F. Slockett~ Sheriff

Iowa County~ Iowa
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of cortectional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; fami(v visitation etc.

Here are a few ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone 1

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.

~~cy~/tz)

WOODRUFF COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPT. No. 01 CoD."'d~
LiatABCOE
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Dear Chairman Hundt:
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason. we are asking that inmate calls be exemptfrom
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators' of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: ltnt' enlorcement
education: inmate health. education and recreation; jail personnel saJery; drug prevention and other
community programs: Jami~v visitation etc.

Here Ilre Il few ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that \,,"ould
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone 1

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR [~1.t1ATE C..1J.LS FAR OUT\VEIGH THE BE~tF1TS. IfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate caBs ~xempt. Thank you for your considerauon of my yiews.
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. lFe use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel sajety; drug prevention and other
community programs; jami~v visitation etc.

Here are a few ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs ever..vone!

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Loyd Maug n
Sheriff & Collector

Box 99
Danville, AR 72833
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I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; familv visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fe\ver
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone l

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we belieye that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.
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Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

Jut. 28 3 28 PH '9&1

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators ofcorrectional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: inmate health, education and recreation: jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs: fami~v visitation etc.

Here are afew ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of$1.5 billion, an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges, witn.esses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call controL facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons, and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.

~~
DICK SNYDER
JAIL ADMINISTRATOR
DELAWARE COUNTY,MANCHESTER,IOWA
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JAMES P• ELWOOD, A.A.E.
Director of Aviation

July 20, 1994

City of Pueblo
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FCCu~~~M
(719) 948-3355
(719) 948-3361

Mr. W. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Docket #92-77

Dear Mr. Caton:

It is our understanding that the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) is once again pursuing the
Billed Party Preference (BPP) in regard to long distance telephone service. We ask that the FCC
please consider the following comments of the Pueblo Airport:

1) The projected cost identified in the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
appears to be incomplete in regard to the cost to the consumer. For
example, the Pueblo Airport currently collects commission revenues on
pay phone long distance calls made by the users of the airport. The loss
of these commissions would force the airport to make up these revenues
in other ways which would ultimately be an expense incurred by the
consumer. We have serious concerns that the true cost to the consumer
has not been fully studied.

2) The implementation of BPP will likely result in a longer waiting period for
the customer's call to connect.

3) The purpose of BPP has limited advantage to the customer since pay
phone users have accepted the dial-around option.

We believe that Billed Party Preference is unneeded and unnecessary and has limited advantage to
the customer. At airports, it will result in an increase in other products and services to the customer
to make up for lost long distance pay phone commissions. We strongly urge the FCC to reject BPP
and not try to fix a system that is not broken.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

J P. Elwood, A.A.E.
Director of Aviation

JPE:cd
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The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chainnan
Federlll Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington. ne. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

De:n Cha1nnan Hundt:
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We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at itunate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration ne\-..is at OlIT lit~ility and have fo\md it to be necesSllIY to route
inmate calls from our facility to a single carrier that i' equipped to h811dle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contracttJalreiationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access t" the telecommunications network and the
freedom to me 8I1Y carrier they please. BPP will take awl!}' our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, imnate calls will be routed to 1 noolber of differt'pt carriers, none of whom will have any
obligation to us, and few that will be trained to handll~ inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone eq\,jpment that is specifically designed for inmate calls.
This equipment helps prevent fraud. IIbusive calls, ann Othl'f ::riminalllctivity over the telephone network. Given
the corntant budgetllry constrllints that we are lmder. '«,e Canti;lt afford to provide this equipment without the help
ofinmate phone service providers. BPP would also e::lt:nate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones.
If BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no 1) lly for ';IS to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate
phone senice providers to assist us. Without inmak \:'~lones the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
leslIlting increase in tension will make it more dillicul, ~'.r ou' staff to manage inmlltes.

FlIrthennore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families Plrl/ for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if
some Sheriffi do not take responsibility for protecting mrnate families from abusive rates. We do not
agree with the FCC that the solution for this lack of n'sponsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective
action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls lllld the" let SherifF.; enforce these rate ceilings
through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overv.':'dmir.e }:-!"jority of Sheriffs are committed to
requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short., BPP would take away our ability to employ imp''lftatlt security and administrative measures that we have
found to be necessary at our fllcility, ultimately redu ~ing inmate phone <'lVlIiIllbility, which in tum decreases the
efficiency of our staff We urge you to not adopt regll1ations that interfere with our administrative and security
decisions .. decisions that are clearly within our discnnon lind which we have a public responsibility to make.

R~:pect:Mly submitted.

;"'" 0 na:J_Ll'_~i!'! h _B.ll I?JQ!'!.l?.!3 !1.'llli!g~! . _
N o•••nerritie

_> tdd!_,:_s.~~_C~~nt ~_~l~~ l:'..!X~~s. D_~'p.§lE tmeE t
N~Hne of :~orrectionalFacility
1.0. Box 565
Billerica, MA 01821
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I
'lhe FIonorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Commmucations Conunission
1919 M Street, NW
\Vaslrington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket :-Jo. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Chainnan Hundt:
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DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAl

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and have found it to be necessary to route
imnate calls from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle imnate calls and with \vhom we have a
contractual relationship. \Ve call1lot allow imnates to have open access to the telecommmucations nenvork and the
freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP ""ill take away our right to coordinate imnate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. fustead, itunate calls will be routed to a nmnber of different carriers, none of whom will have any
obligation to us, and few that will be trained to handle itunate calls.

\Ve have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for imnate calls.
TIns equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other crinlinal activity over the telephone network. Given
the constant budgetary constraints that we are under, we call1lot afford to provide this equipment without the help
ofinmate phone service providers. BPP would also elinlinate the revenue stream that finances our imnate phones.
IfBPP is applied to imnate facilities, there will be no \vay for us to fmance these phones, nor "ill there be itmlate
phone service providers to assist us. Without itunate phones, the morale of our imnates \\-ill be devastated. The
resulting increase in tension will make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates llmlate families pay for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concem if
some Sheriffs do not take responsibility for protecting itmlate families from abusive rates. We do not
agree with the FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective
action would be to adopt rate ceilings on imnate calls and then let Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings
through their contracts. Indeed we believe the oven:vhelnling majority of Sheriffs are conunitted to
requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

hl short, BPP vwuld take away our ability to employ important security and administrative measures that we have
found to be necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing imnate phone availability, which in tum decreases the
efficiency of our staff \Ve urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our admitnstrative and security
decisions -- decisions that are clearly withitl our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Respectfully subnritted,

~d RAiME~) :rA'L£R.
Name/Title

.WB f<..P...t21-1 CovvrJ'T'1 ~i oN~(, JA' L
Name of Correctional Facility

'lao Xi
Address

"1301.01 IN ~
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From: ~incent Townsend To: Bobby Mickle

August 1, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chainnan
Federal Conununications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Date: 7/21/94 Time: 19:15:58
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Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Chainnan Hundt:

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and have found it to be necessary to route
inmate calls from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the teleconununications network and the
freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number of different carriers, none of whom will have any
obligation to us, and few that will be trained to handle imnate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for inmate calls.
This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the telephone network. Given
the constant budgetary constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without the help
ofinmate phone service providers. BPP would also eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones.
IfBPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate
phone service providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
resulting increase in tension will make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if
some Sheriffs do not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not agree with the
FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective
action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings
through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are committed to
requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and administrative measures that we have
found to be necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the
efficiency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our administrative and security
decisions -- decisions that are clearly within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Respectfully submitted,

Daniell. Collier, Interim Director
Name/Title

Kershaw County Detention Center
Name of Correctional Facility

111 4GHURQILSTREET ,CAMDEN, S .C. 29020
Address
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[he Honorable Reed E. HWldt, Chainnan
Federal Conummications Commission
1919 j\J Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

•
Rc CC Docket ~o. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

1)ear Chainnan Hundt:
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We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and have fOWld it to be necessary to route
mmate calls from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and \\'ith whom we have a
..:ontractual relationship. \Ve cannot allow inmates to have open access to the teleconunWlications network and the
freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number of different carriers, none of whom will have any
obligation to us. and fe\\! that will be trained to handle innlate calls.

We have also fOlllld it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for inmate calls.
[his equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal acti"ity over the telephone network. Given
the constant budgetary constraints that we are lmder, we cannot afford to pro\'ide this equipment without the help
ofirunate phone seMce pro\'iders. BPP would also eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones.
If BPP i" applied to imnate facilities, there will be no way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be imnate
phone sef\ice pro\'iders to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
resulting increase in tension will make it more difficult for our staff to manage imnates.

fUlihennore. we are sensitive to the rates umlate families pay for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if
some Sheriffs do not take respensibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not agree with the
FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective
action would be to' adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings
through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriff'> are committed to
requirlllg rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short. BPP would take a\\'ay our ability to employ iInportant security and administrative measures that we have
found to be necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the
etliciency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that ulterfere with our administrative and security
decisions -- decisions that are clearly withiIl our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Respectfully submitted,

~AAL A m:1J~-~!:~! OA'. DAA .
~ ~L~~
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:

CC~-~~,~

Lee Tv'ptd+
5"0 1- O[kl' ~ rh.-'t

SaM ~~Jr~1~'Lo1

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am statmg my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference rBPp) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions because there \"A./cu!d be no competition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely,

No. of Copiesrec'd~
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:he Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal COllliuunications Conmussion
1919 M Street, N\V
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Chainnan Hmldt:

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at imnate facilities.

RECEIVED

AUG 12 199.

FEDERJt Ca.tMUNICATIONS CQUMISSQ1
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and have found it to be necessary to route
imnate calls from our facility to a single can-ier that is equipped to handle imnate calls and with whom ''Ie have a
contractual relationship. We cannot allow imuates to have open access to the teleconununications network and the
fieedom to llse any carrier they please. BPP ,vill take a,vay our rigllt to coordinate llU1late calls throUgll a carrier ,'ve
know and trust. Itlstead, llunate calls will be routed to a number of different carriers, none of whom will have any
obligation to us, and few that ,vill be trallled to handle llunate calls. •

\\'e have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed tor llunate calls.
Tlus equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls. and other crlllunal activity over the telephone network. Given
the constant budgetary constraints that we are under, we Calmot alTord to provide tIus equipment without the help
of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also eliminate the revenue stream that rinances our inmate phones.
IfBPP is applied to inmate facilities, there ,vill be no way for us to finance' these phones, nor will there be llunate
phone senlce providers to assist us. Without llunate phones, the morale of our llllnates will be devastated. The
resulting increase III tension will make it more diiTtcult for our staff to manage llunates.

Furthennore, we are sensitive to the rates llunate families pay for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if
some Sherifts do not take r"spollsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not agree with the
FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective
action ,,,auld be to adopt rate ceifulgs on inmate calls and then let Sheriffs enforce these ratl" ceilings
through their contracts. Indeed we believe the ovenvhel.ming majority of Sheriffs are conmutted to
requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

Itl short, BPP would take away our ability to employ imp0l1ant security and administrative measures that we have
found to be necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, wluch in him decreases the
efficiency of our staff We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our admirustrative and security
decisions -- decisions that are clearly ,vitlUn our discretion and \vhich we have a public responsibility to make.

£ J' .. /" ...
d. , (;/C<I • _.
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The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:

As DOthan ernpioyee in the communicatiolls indu~i:ry &11I.i a iax f,Jayiny diizbll, i BIn siatirr9 iTIY

strong opposition to Billed Party Preference rBPp) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
~Or'!"'Tli~~i(,"e:t h"'I"~'Ie:tA thArA vvnllirf hp. no comnetition.Without cpmmissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse7 Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely,

No. of Copies rec'd \~
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ST. TAMMANY PARISH

JULY 20, 1994

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
1919 M. STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554
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92' 7)

RE: BILLED PARTY PREFERENCE FOR INMATES

PRIOR TO OUR CHANGING OUR TELEPHONES TO "CONTROLLED INMATE CALLING," OUR
FAMILIES AS WELL AS OTHER FAMILIES WERE SUBJECT TO ABUSIVE CALLS. I ALSO
RECEIVED MANY CALLS FROM IRATE CITIZENS WHO HAD RECEIVED THEIR TELEPHONE
BILLING WITH HUNDREDS OF DOLLARS OF LONG DISTANCE CALLS CHARGED TO THEIR
PHONES. THEIR COMPLAINTS TO THE LOCAL TELEPHONE COMPANIES ALWAYS POINTED TO

,THE JAIL. THE LOCAL TELEPHONE COMPANY ITSELF, LOST THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS
IN REVENUE BY INMATES BY-PASSING THE SYSTEM. WHEN WE WENT TO CONTROLLED
INMATE BILLING, ALL THE ABUSES MENTIONED WERE TERMINATED.

OUR "CONTROLLED INMATE CALLING" IS LET OUT ON A "BID BASIS" AND PART OF
THE BID REQUIREMENT IS THAT THE PHONE CHARGES CAN BE NO MORE THAN CHARGED
BY THE LOCAL AND LONG DISTANCE PHONE COMPANIES, WHO HAVE ALREADY FILED THEIR
RATES WITH THE LA. PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION PLUS THE "CONTROLLED INMATE CALLING
COMPANIES MUST BE APPROVED BY THE COMMISSION TO OPERATE IN OUR STATE,
ELIMINATING EXCESSIVE BILLING OF THE INMATES.

THE MONIES GENERATED ARE RETURNED TO THE INMATES IN PROVIDING FOR THEIR BASIC
NEEDS. TO RETURN TO THE 0LD SYSTEM WOULD NOT BE THE PRUDENT 'iHING TO DO.

MY '.2UEST I ON TO THE "T NMATE CONTROLLED CALL I NG" COHPAN I ES WAS; WHY ARE THERE E
MANY OF YOU IN THIS BUSINESS? THEIR ANSWER IS BECAUSE WE i~AN PROVIDE THE SAME
SERVICE AS THE LOCAL AND LONG DISTANCE COMPANIES BUT AT A LOWER COST.

OUR JOB IS TOUGH ENOUGH, PLEASE DON'T MAKE IT ANY TOUGHER THAN IT ALREADY IS
TO PERFORM.

g,i-:rn~I<-£IFJH
E. T. MUNGOVAW, W~N
ST. irAMMANY PARI SH JAI L
P. U. BOX 908
COVINGTON, LOUISIANA 70434
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-STATE AND CONSUMER SERVICES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES

TELECOMMUNICATIONS DIVISION
601 SEQUOIA PACIFIC BOULEVARD
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-0282
(916) 657-9903

July 29, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 MStreet N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Chairman Hundt:

PETE WILSON, Governor

RECEIVED
rAUC-f21994

LETTER IN SUPPORT OF THE POSITIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
AND THE CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY REGARDING DOCKET 92-77, BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE

The Department of General Services, Telecommunications Division (hereinafter
TO) is writing to you to express our support of the positions of the
California Department of Corrections and the California Youth Authority
regarding Billed Party Preference (BPP). The TO has the overall
responsibility for the development and management of all telecommunications
matters relating to California State Government, and as such is deeply
concerned with the impact of Billed Party Preference and the attendant
difficulties that the instant proceeding may foster.

The TO has spent a great deal of time in the development of a "Master Services
Agreement" that would provide the most efficient, secure and economically
feasible plan to offer pay telephone services to the general public that use
state facilities as well as a program that would serve the needs of
correctional and law enforcement entities within the State. As a result of
our efforts, a contract was awarded to MCI Corporation and GTE Corporation for
the provision of these services on a statewide basis, which provides a high
degree of security and fraud protection.

In the course of development of a statewide pay telephone service, the TO was
extremely sensitive to the amount of fraud and abuse that has plagued this
portion of the industry. Of particular concern was the amount of fraud and
abuse that emanated from correctional facilities within California. As a
result of our efforts we have been able to dramatically reduce the incidence
of fraud, abuse and harassing and threatening telephone calls that were placed
to victims, witnesses and other individuals from correctional center inmates.

During our development process, it also became clear that few of the Operator
Service Providers (OSP) could offer the level of protection and fraud
prevention which was requested. With this in mind, the TO is extremely
concerned that if BPP is instituted as it is currently proposed, the State
would now lose the ability to reduce fraud and abuse. As a result, the TO
supports the positions of the California Department of Corrections and the
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California Youth Authority that correctional institutions be exempt from
offering BPP from telephones routinely used by inmates and wards.

In the past, the Federal Communications Commission has been extremely
sensitive to the issue of toll fraud and abuse. California State Government
shares those concerns and supports those efforts, and urges the Commission to
carefully consider the potential for fraud and abuse if a universal system of
security can not be offered by all asps under Billed Party Preference.

We look forward to working further with the Commission on these issues. If
our office can provide you any assistance, or you desire further information,
please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Scoop Sairanen at (916) 657-9166.

Sncere~~~ __ .. _
A~ G. TOLMAK, Chief ..---­
Telephone and Network Services
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